In this article, we present a multicriteria methodology for supporting decisions that concern the evaluation of the overall corporate performance of firms, on the basis of financial analysis. The methodology's key-characteristic is that the firms participate in the evaluation process are categorised in classes, with respect to their corresponding industry. In this way, the huge issue of competition between rival firms is fully taken into consideration, while unreasonable comparisons between them are excluded. Moreover, the crucial importance issue of accounting singularities between business sectors is also strongly taken into account. The evaluation of each class of firms is based on specialised criteria set which correspond to the specific accounting plan each company belongs in. The validity of the proposed methodology is tested through a large scale application on the Athens Stock Exchange. Finally, an elaborate review of the coherent research studies is also provided.
Introduction
The diversified nature of the factors (evaluation criteria, objectives and goals) that affect financial decisions, the complexity of the financial, business and economic environments, the subjective nature of many financial decisions, are only some of the features of financial decisions which are in accordance with the multiple criteria decision-making (MCDM) modelling framework. Corporate performance evaluation constitutes one of the most significant domains of financial decision-making.
In this article, we develop a multicriteria methodology for the evaluation of firms exploiting the valuable tool of financial analysis (FA) . FA involves the identification of the strengths and weaknesses of firms, mainly through judgemental procedures concerning the qualitative evaluation and interpretation of financial ratios, as these arise from the accounting statements. The paper proceeds as follows: In Section 2, we set the problem and we provide an elaborate review and methodological classification of the coherent research studies. In Section 3, we present the proposed methodological framework for the corporate performance evaluation problem. In Section 4, we present an illustrative application from the Athens Stock Exchange (ASE), along with the corresponding results. Finally, the concluding remarks are given in Section 5.
Problem setting and review
In recent years, the development of new techniques in operational research and management science, as well as the progress in computer and information technologies gave rise to new approaches in the area of financial modelling. Several authors utilise MCDM methodologies in a very wide range of financial applications. The multidimensional nature of the applications in the field has been emphasised by researchers in finance, as well as by MCDM researchers (Bhaskar and McNamee, 1983; Spronk, 2002a, 2002b; Spronk et al., 2005; Spronk and Hallerbach, 1997; Steuer and Na, 2003; Xidonas and Psarras, 2008; Zopounidis, 1997 Zopounidis, , 1999 Zopounidis and Doumpos, 2002) . In the above studies, elaborate and exhausted justifications are provided for modelling financial decision-making problems within the MCDM framework. The MCDM framework provides the sound methodological basis to resolve the inherent multicriteria nature of these problems. It also builds realistic models by taking into account, several conflicting criteria, and has the advantage of taking into account the preferences of any particular decision maker (DM).
The evaluation of the performance of corporate entities and organisations is an important activity for their management and shareholders as well as for investors and policy makers. Such an evaluation provides the management and shareholders with a tool to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the firm, as well as its competitive advantages over its competitors, thus providing guidance on the choice of the measures that need to be taken to overcome existing problems. Investors (institutional and individual) are interested in the assessment of corporate performance for guidance to their investment decisions, while policy makers may use such an assessment to identify the existing problems in the business environment and take measures that will ensure a sustainable economic growth and social stability. Other potential DM's interested in the corporate performance evaluation result of a firm, might be also banking institutions examining the financial health of possible loan receivers.
The performance of a firm or an organisation is clearly multidimensional, since it is affected by a variety of factors of different nature, such as: a financial factors indicating the financial position of the firm/organisation b strategic factors of qualitative nature that define the internal operation of the firm and its relation to the market (organisation, management, market trend etc.) c economic factors that define the economic and business environment. Spronk et al. (2005) Steuer and Na (2003) Zopounidis and Mertens (1993, 1990) Insurances/Banks Zopounidis et al. (1995) Banks UTA Siskos and Zopounidis (1987) Firms UTASTAR Zopounidis et al. (1996) The aggregation of all these factors into a global evaluation index is a subjective process that depends on the DM's values and judgement policy. These findings are in accordance with the MCDM paradigm, thus leading several operational researchers to the investigation of the capabilities that MCDM methods provide in supporting DMs in making decisions regarding the evaluation of corporate performance. An indicative list of articles on this topic is given in Tables 1 and 2 . The categorisation we adopt here contains: a Articles that are classified according its specific methodological approach and the organisational type that is evaluated (this category includes review pieces). The methodological approaches we discern here are: AHP MAUT, PROMETHEE, UTA, UTASTAR, UTADIS and combinations of MCDM methods.
PROMETHEE
b Articles that present multicriteria decision support systems (MCDSS) within the field of corporate performance evaluation.
Proposed methodology
Before the presentation of the general description of the proposed methodology, an overview of the ELECTRE Tri-B multicriteria method is provided.
An overview of the ELECTRE Tri-B method
ELECTRE Tri-B (Yu, 1992 ) is a multiple criteria assignment method, which assigns project options to predefined categories. The assignment of an option a results from a comparison of a with the profiles defining the limits of the categories. Assume F(F = {1,2,…,m}) denotes the set of indices of the profiles of the criteria g 1 , g 2 , …, g m , B(B = {1, 2, …, p + 1}) the set of indices of the profiles defining p + 1 categories and b h being the upper limit of category C h and the lower limit of the category C h + 1 , h = 1, 2, …, p. It is assumed that criteria are monotonically increasing, with preference increasing with increasing criterion value.
Building the outranking relation
ELECTRE Tri-B builds an outranking relation S which confirms or rejects the assertion aSb h which implies 'a is at least as good as the reference option b h '. Preferences in the ELECTRE Tri-B are defined through pseudo-criteria. The indifference and preference thresholds (q j (b h ) and p j (b h )) constitute the intra-criterion preferential information, and reflect the imprecise nature of the valuations g j (a). q j (b h ) specifies the largest difference g j (a)-g j (b h ) that preserves indifference between a and b h on the criterion g j ; p j (b h ) represents the smallest difference g j (a)-g j (b h ) compatible with a preference in favour of a on criterion g j . In order to confirm the statement aSb h , two conditions must be complied with: • concordance: for the outranking of b h by a to be accepted, a sufficient majority of criteria should be in favour of this assertion • non-discordance: when the concordance condition holds, none of the criteria in the minority should oppose the assertion aSb h in too strong a manner.
Two following two inter-criterion parameters are utilised in the construction of the outranking relation S:
• The set of the criterion weightings (k 1 , k 2 , …, k m ) is used as part of the calculation of concordance through computation of the relative importance of the coalition of criteria supporting the assertion that α outranks b h .
• The set of veto thresholds (v 1 
. The direction of the ranking obtained from the pessimistic procedure is from best to worst.
Exploiting the outranking relation
• In order to summarise the results from the two procedures, a table can be constructed in which the options are referred to in terms of the categories to which they are assigned by the two procedures. The following seven requirements must be met:
a no option can be indifferent to more than one reference option b each option must be assigned to one reference category only (uniqueness/unicity) c the assignment of any one option to its allotted category is not dependent on the assignment of any of the other options (independence) d the procedure for assigning options to categories must be entirely consistent with the design of the reference options themselves (conformity) e when two options have the same outranking relationship with a given reference option, they must be assigned to the same category (homogeneity) f if option a' outranks a, then a' must be assigned to a category at least as good as the one to which a is assigned (monotonicity) g the grouping together of two neighbouring categories must not cause the alteration of options to categories not affected by the alteration (stability).
General description
The aim of the proposed methodology is the evaluation of the overall corporate performance of firms. The approach developed utilises FA for this purpose, a highly effective evaluation approach, for identifying the firms which correspond to significant financial strength. One of the methodology's main features is that the firms participate in the evaluation process are categorised in classes (eight classes in total are defined), with respect to their corresponding industry. The ELECTRE Tri-B multicriteria method is then applied separately, in each one of these classes and finally, the partial results are integrated, considering also the major issue of time trend. The crucial importance issue of the industry/sectoral accounting singularities is strongly taken into account. Every sorting result that the methodology provides has special structure and is based on a specific criteria set (four sets of criteria were constructed in total), which is related to the specific business activity of the firm and also corresponds to the specific accounting plan each company belongs in. This means that there is no uniform sorting of firms, but specialised sorting per industry. Therefore, there is the facility of considering the significant issue of competition between rival firms. The critical choice of the ELECTRE Tri-B multicriteria method for the evaluation of firms was made because of its remarkable conformity to the nature of the problem. Indeed, the ELECTRE Tri-B method manages incomparability in such a way that it will point out the alternatives that have particularities in their evaluation, a matter of crucial importance.
Finally, it has to be mentioned that the proposed methodology was developed in strong cooperation with a panel of experts (financial analysts). Their contribution was of catalytic impact, in all stages of collaboration (classification of alternatives, construction of criteria sets, application of the 'Resistance to Change' Grid weighting system, determination of categories profiles and thresholds, validation of results).
The logical diagram of the proposed methodology is graphically depicted in Figure 1 . 
Integration of assignments

Validation of results
Sensitivity analysis
A short, step-by-step, description of how the proposed methodology can be applied to the problem of corporate performance evaluation is now provided:
Step 1 Apply the ELECTRE Tri-B method for each one of the eight defined classes of firms.
Step 2 For each one of the eight sortings, take the overlap of assignment procedures, for each one of categories.
Step 3a Firms that have been classified in category C 2 in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment are considered as firms of medium corporate performance (see Section 3.8 for details).
Step 3b Firms that have been classified in category C 1 in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment are considered as firms of bad corporate performance (see Section 3.8 for details).
Step 3c Firms that have been classified in different categories under the two types of assignment are considered as firms of ambiguous corporate performance.
Step 4 Firms that have been classified in category C 3 in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment are considered as firms of excellent corporate performance (see Section 3.8 for details).
Step 5 Apply Steps 1-4 for all years.
Step 6 For each class, take the overlap of those firms that have been classified in category C 3 (in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment), in at least two out of the three years of the study period. The financial aspect behind this allegation has to do with the fact that, we allow for a firm to perform non-satisfactory financial results, only once within the time period of study (three consecutive years).
Step 7 The final set of firms resulted after applying Steps 1-6 contains the firms which reflect to excellent corporate performance.
In the following paragraphs, all the key-characteristics of the proposed methodology are analysed in detail.
Reasons for employing the ELECTRE Tri-B method
The main reason for employing the ELECTRE Tri-B method is that manages incomparability in such a way that it will point out the alternatives that have particularities in their evaluations. In cases where some alternatives belong to different categories in both procedures, the conclusion is that they are incomparable with one or more reference profiles (as the number of categories between the two assignments is increasing, the particularities of the alternatives are becoming more important). This is because these alternatives have satisfactory values for some criteria and, simultaneously, non-satisfactory values for other criteria; moreover, these particular alternatives must be examined with attention. In this way the notion of incomparability included in ELECTRE Tri-B brings important information to the DM and for this reason the best way to employ ELECTRE Tri-B is to use the two assignments procedures and to compare the results. The advantages of ELECTRE Tri-B are the following: • ELECTRE Tri-B by sorting the firms is well adapted to the nature of the corporate performance evaluation problem (firms of excellent financial performance, firms of medium financial performance, firms of ambiguous corporate performance and firms of bad corporate performance).
• ELECTRE Tri-B, as all the methods of the ELECTRE family, accepts intransitivity and incomparability. In the ELECTRE Tri-B method this is done in such a way that the method will point out the alternatives that have particularities in their evaluation.
• The ELECTRE family uses techniques that are easily understandable by the DM.
• The methods from the ELECTRE family have been used effectively in a great number of studies (Georgopoulou et al., 2003; Goletsis et al., 2003; Hokkanen and Salminen, 1997; Mavrotas et al., 2003; Roy et al., 1986; Salminen et al., 1998; Siskos et al., 2007) .
Actors involved in the decision-making process
Decisions are rarely made by a single individual. Even if responsibility for the decision does ultimately rest with a well-identified individual, the decision will generally will be the product of an interaction between this individual's preferences and those of others. Indeed, in many cases, the final decision might not be the responsibility of or influenced by single individuals. It could involve entities, i.e., an elected or appointed body, or a board of directors. It could also involve a group (community) with less than well defined boundaries, i.e., a professional lobby. These actors (individuals, entities, communities) are what we shall call stakeholders, in that they have an important interest in the decision and will intervene to directly affect it through the value systems they possess. Additionally, there are those who do not actively participate in shaping the decision, but who are affected by its consequences and whose preferences must be considered when arriving at decision (third parties).
The various stakeholders within a decision process might be relatively diverse, having different objectives and conflicting value systems. Therefore, a specific application of decision aiding will rarely be comprehensive enough to benefit all of them. For this reason, decision aiding will almost always require that a particular stakeholder is identified (DM). Identifying a DM entails specifying the objectives under which he/she operates. Very often, the DM may not have the background to perform the decision aid. In this case, the one performing the aid (analyst or facilitator) is, therefore, generally different from the DM.
In the application that is presented afterwards and illustrates the proposed methodology, no real DM, is involved. The experts participated in the study, stated, among all the collaboration stages, personal preferences and in this special circumstance it could be said that both the roles of the DM and analyst are integrated in them.
Alternatives
A rather critical issue that the proposed methodology resolves has to do with the fact that provides the flexibility of simultaneously evaluating a significantly large number of firms (alternatives) from a very wide range of business activities.
The methodology's key-characteristic which allows for this convenience is that the firms participate in the evaluation process are categorised in classes, with respect to their corresponding industry. The ASE follows the Industry Classification Benchmark (ICB) standards (www.icbenchmark.com) and in general, this was the pattern adopted for the definition of the classes. As it is shown in Table 3 , the proposed methodology categorises the firms of the ASE in eight classes. This means that the ELECTRE Tri-B method is applied, separately, in each one of these classes.
It has to be mentioned that he only deviation from the ICB standards, as far as the definition of the classes, had to do with the fact that the number of firms in some industries was fairly low. The rationale which adopted in this point is the one that suggests the integration and merger of coherent and contextual industries. For example (see also Table 15 ), the industry of 'telecommunications' (three firms) was embodied in the highly related industry of 'technology' (22 firms) in order to constitute the unified class C. Under the same rationale, class d consists of the firms belong to industries of 'basic materials' (25 firms) and 'oil and gas' (three firms).
The reason for defining different classes of firms is related to the need of acquiring fair, objective and representative evaluation results, within the frame of comparing alternatives with similar characteristics, i.e., firms with relative business activities. Utilising this approach, the crucial issue of competition between rival firms is strongly taken into account. 
Criteria modelling
As it has already been stressed, the proposed methodology is grounded on a series of interviews with experts. Moreover, the international literature concerning the assessment of corporate performance has also been taken into serious account. Initially, as far as the involvement of the experts is concerned, the aim was to identify and select the criteria (financial ratios) that are the most appropriate to use in the evaluation of corporate performance, under the endmost objective of identifying firms of excellent corporate performance. In a second stage, the emphasis was laid on the determination of the weights of the selected criteria and the category profiles and thresholds. The contribution of experts in this phase too was significant. Finally, there was a validation stage where the results were tested with their assistance.
An initial set of financial ratios were chosen from the international literature (Courtis, 1978; Greig, 1992; Holthausen and Larcker, 1992; Ou and Penman, 1992; Penman, 1992; Lewellen, 2003; Bernstein and Wild, 2006; Stickney et al., 2006; Edirisinghe and Zhang, 2007; Fridson et al., 2008) on the basis of their popularity and their relevance and contribution to the assessment of corporate performance and viability. After a series of meetings with the experts, some additional financial ratios where proposed, while some others where considered as not necessary.
With the agreement of all the experts, four sets of financial ratios were constructed, to be used for the assessment of corporate performance (see Tables 4-7) . Each criteria set is related to a different type of a generic firm activity. On this basis, the four criteria sets that constructed focus on the evaluation of: The necessity for obtaining objective and representative evaluation results is the reason for employing different criteria sets, since not all firms follow the same accounting plan (Samaras et al., 2008) . Utilising this approach, the crucial issue of the sectoral accounting singularities is strongly taken into account. The choice of specialised criteria sets is the next safety valve for fair and balanced results, after the initial classification that has been adopted for evaluating firms within the same industry. Finally, it is mentioned that the financial ratios used were categorised in four major groups: profitability ratios, activity ratios, liquidity ratios and solvency/structure ratios.
In conclusion, according the proposed methodology and with respect to Table 3 , the connection between the different classes of firms and the criteria sets has as follows:
• Firms which belong to classes a, b, c, d and e (consumer goods, industrials, technology, telecommunications, oil/gas, basic materials, consumer services, utilities and healthcare) are evaluated through the industry/commerce criteria set.
• Firms which belong to class f (financial services) are evaluated through the financial services criteria set.
• Firms which belong to class g (banks) are evaluated through the banking institutions criteria set.
• Firms which belong to class h (insurances) are evaluated through the insurance criteria set.
Table 4
The criteria set for the evaluation of industry/commerce firms Deadline of receivables 
The weighting method
The assignment of importance weightings to each criterion is a crucial issue in the application of all versions of the ELECTRE model (with the exception of ELECTRE IV).
Because it is a non-compensatory decision aid model, the interpretation of weights is different than for a compensatory system such as MAUT (Keeney and Raiffa, 1993) . Within ELECTRE, the weights used are not constant of scale, but are simply a measure of relative importance of the criteria involved. Rogers et al. (2000) distinguish four methods which can be employed to weight criteria for use within ELECTRE:
a the direct weighting system (Hokkanen and Salminen, 1997) b the Mousseau System (Mousseau, 1995) c the 'Pack of Cards' technique (Simos, 1990) d the 'Resistance to Change' grid (Rogers and Bruen, 1998) .
The method chosen for the determination of weights was the 'Resistance to Change' Grid. This method represents an improvement on the other approaches since:
• It is relatively simple and straightforward.
• It has a theoretical basis within the psychology of human preference relationships.
• The weights obtained can be directly connected, in theoretical terms, to the DMs concept of personal importance.
• The method has been successfully applied in a large number of real-world applications. The interested reader can find a fully worked real example of the 'Resistance to Change' Grid weighting method in Rogers and Bruen (1998) . They apply the method in the area of solid waste management and illustrate how it can be used to derive importance weightings for a set of mainly environmental criteria. Moreover, Flamos et al. (2005) exploit the 'Resistance to Change' Grid weighting method within the frame of an integrated energy policy methodology for supporting decisions that concern the selection of clean development mechanism (CDM) projects.
Finally, it has to be stressed that the experts involved in the application found the 'Resistance to Change' Grid weighting method extremely friendly and perceivable and expressed their satisfaction as far the obtained weighting results is concerned. Table 8 provides an analytical presentation of the 'Resistance to Change' Grid for the criteria set of industry/commerce firms. Tables 9-11 summarise the weights for the rest of the criteria sets.
Table 9
Criteria weights for the financial services firms' criteria set 
Definition of categories and determination of thresholds
The experts involved in the study determined three categories for the sorting of alternatives. These three categories have the same meaning and methodological interpretation for all the eight classes of firms. The defined categories are shown in Table 12 .
Table 12
Definition of categories Category Descriptions
The firms of this category are characterised by extremely poor financial strength within all the examined perspectives (profitability, activity, liquidity, solvency and structure). Relatively to their rivals, they are placed fairly below the industry average values. These firms do not constitute, for the specific period examined, rational investment choices or reliable loan receivers.
C 2 This category contains firms that are characterised by medium financial strength. The performance of these firms in the examined criteria is rather moderate. In relation to their competitors, they are placed around the industry average values. These firms are not considered as good investment opportunities or reliable loan receivers, at least for the specific period of analysis.
C 3 Firms involved in this category are characterised by excellent financial strength according to their performances in the criteria of all the examined perspectives (profitability, activity, liquidity, solvency and structure). With respect to their rivals in the corresponding industry, they are placed at the top of the ranking for all the ratios employed. These firms are considered to enjoy the best future prospects during the specific period of analysis and constitute, i.e., powerful investment opportunities or reliable loan receivers.
Besides, in Table 13 are presented the four discrete ways that defined for the interpretation of the sorting results. The key-idea behind the above issue was the exploitation of the advantages that the ELECTRE Tri-B method provides for the DM (see paragraph 3.2). Finally, Table 14 suggestively presents the profiles and thresholds for the firms of class a (year 2004). Similar matrices were constructed and utilised for the evaluation of all of the rest classes of firms. One of the experts' major contributions was the determination of all these parameters. Indeed, the methodology's critical success factors were related to their valuable experience in security analysis, along with the plethora of statistical data (such as industry/sectoral average values for all the criteria/financial ratios used) provided by the ICAP databank. The availability of such detailed and elaborate information, gave the experts assistance of crucial importance in their difficult task to make all the necessary assessments and finally obtain the profile and threshold vectors.
Table 13
Interpretation of results
Case Description 1st
Firms that have been classified in category C 3 in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment are considered as firms of excellent corporate performance. These firms perform very satisfactory values for all the criteria set.
2nd
Firms that have been classified in category C 2 in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment are considered as firms of medium corporate performance. This is due to the fact that these firms perform moderate values for all the criteria set. These firms have characteristics that must be studied further.
3rd
Firms that have been classified in category C 1 in both the optimistic and pessimistic assignment are considered as firms of bad corporate performance. These firms perform non-satisfactory values for all the criteria set.
4th
Firms that have been classified in different categories under the two types of assignment are considered as firms of ambiguous corporate performance. This is due to the fact that these firms perform high values for some criteria and simultaneously low values for other criteria. These firms have characteristics that must be studied further, since incomparability underlies their singularities. 
Application and results
Field of application
The proposed methodology described in the previous section is applied on data concerning firms whose equities are traded in the ASE. The selection of the ASE is due to the availability of data. Indeed, it was quite difficult to gather complete and reliable financial data concerning other European and non-European stock exchanges. However, it is important to note that the usefulness of the proposed methodology is not affected by the fact that it is applied only to the ASE. The types of data that are employed in this application are also available for the analysts and investors in other countries. Furthermore, no assumptions are made concerning the special characteristics of the stock exchange.
A number of 259 firms (90 firms of high capitalisation and 169 firms of medium-low capitalisation) were considered for the application of the proposed methodology, covering a broad spectrum of business activities. A number of 62 firms were excluded from the study [securities of special stock exchange characteristics (14), securities under supervision (21), securities under suspension (17) and preferred securities (10)]. The time period of study regards three consecutive years (2004) (2005) (2006) . Table 15 summarises the distribution of the 259 firms in the corresponding industries and supersectors. Table 16 provides information relative to the correspondence of each firm with its industry and supersector, as well as the capitalisation category of each firm (italics type characters for high capitalisation securities and non-italics type characters for medium and low capitalisation stocks). It has to be stressed that all the necessary data (financial ratios of each firm for three consecutive years) that were utilised for the application of the proposed methodology were provided by the ICAP S.A. (http://www.icap.gr). Finally, Table 17 suggestively presents the performance evaluation matrix for alternatives (firms) of class a. Similar performance matrices are available and were also utilised for the evaluation of all of the rest classes of firms. 
Results
With respect to the implementation steps of the proposed methodology described in Section 3.1 and suggestively for the firms of class a (consumer goods), we present in Tables 18-21 the corresponding partial results. More precisely, in Table 18 are presented the sorting results (both the pessimistic and optimistic assignments) for year 2004 (step 1) and in Table 19 is given, for the same year, the overlap of assignment procedures for category C 3 (step 4). The overlap, for all years, of assignment procedures for category C 3 is presented in Table 20 (step 5). In Table 21 is presented the overlap of these firms of class a, that have been classified in category C 3 (both optimistic and pessimistic assignment), in at least two out of the three years of the time period of study (step 6). This particular fact might be of crucial importance, i.e. for a portfolio manager whose task is to select investment opportunities in the equity market, under the fundamental principle of portfolio diversification. The firms of the final set are characterised by excellent financial strength according to their performances in the criteria of all the examined perspectives (profitability, activity, liquidity, solvency and structure). With respect to their rivals in the corresponding industry, they are placed at the top of the ranking for all the ratios employed. These firms constitute best practices of organisations characterised by prudent and effective management. Moreover, they are considered to enjoy the best future prospects and constitute powerful and reliable investment opportunities during the specific period of analysis, for the rational DM.
As it has already been mentioned, the proposed methodology contains a final validation stage, where the results were tested with the assistance of experts. Their contribution in this last phase was significant too. They expressed their satisfaction as far the final results are concerned. More precisely, they confirmed that the obtained results were in categorical concurrence with the established set of high performance firms in the Greek business environment. Besides, among the firms of the final proposed set, they identified almost all the 'winning' equities of the ASE, with respect to the particular time period of the application. Moreover, even in cases of firms of the final proposed set, that were not recognised by experts as, confirmed by the market, direct investment opportunities, both the chances and hints were given for their further study and potential detection of mispriced securities.
Sensitivity analysis
The sorting of alternatives in the ELECTRE Tri-B method remains dependent on the values of various thresholds and indices of importance. Therefore, in most cases, sensitivity analysis is recommended. In the application that has been presented, the sensitivity analysis was conducted with respect to the criteria weights. A very large number of different weighting scenarios examined (its generation rationale had to do with low, random and simultaneous fluctuations on the weights of the baseline scenarios), and the obtained sorting results had no or extremely slight variation compared to the results of the baseline scenarios. Besides, it has to be stressed that ELECTRE Tri-B is not a direct pair-wise method. For each option, the outranking relationships derived are with categories not with the other options under consideration. It thus tends to be less sensitive than pair-wise based ELECTRE methods to the presence of 'clones', i.e., options lying very close to each other on their criterion valuations.
Concluding remarks
In this article a multicriteria approach for corporate performance was presented. The methodology developed exploits for this purpose the valuable tool of FA, by means of evaluating the overall corporate performance of firms.
The special features and contribution of the approach presented are outlined as follows:
• Incorporation in the decision process of several criteria that in a realistic basis represent the way real decisions are supported and strategies are implemented. Moreover, the proposed methodology allows for taken into consideration of both the DM's preference system and the analyst's professional experience.
• A significantly large number of firms (alternatives) from a very wide range of business sectors are possible to be simultaneously evaluated. The methodology's key-characteristic which allows for this convenience is that the firms participate in the evaluation process are categorised in classes, with respect to their corresponding industry. The ELECTRE Tri-B multicriteria method is then applied separately, in each one of these classes and finally, the partial results are integrated, considering also the major issue of time trend.
• The crucial importance issue of the industry/sectoral accounting singularities was strongly taken into account. The sortings provided by the methodology are highly reliable and representative, since every sorting has a different structure and is based on a specific criteria set which correspond to the specific accounting plan each company belongs in.
• There is no uniform sorting of firms, but specialised sorting per industry. Therefore, beyond the facility of considering the issue of competition between rival firms, there is the advantage of selecting equities from various business activities and capitalisation levels, satisfying in this way the fundamental principle of diversification.
• The ELECTRE Tri-B multicriteria method used for sorting the firms is well adapted to the nature of the corporate performance evaluation problem, since manages incomparability in such a way that it will point out the alternatives that have particularities in their evaluation.
Further work that may be considered for broadening the proposed methodology can be summarised as follows:
• Embodiment of the methodology in a web-based decision information system so as real time investment decisions to be supported.
• Expansion of the criteria set towards a qualitative direction, by considering a broader grid of decision parameters, such as the quality of management, the firm's market position etc.
• Combination of the current methodology with a continuous optimisation technique, for the optimal allocation of the available wealth in the equities of the corresponding selected firms, within the problematic, i.e., of portfolio construction.
